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which enabled the United East India Company to retain
its monopoly throughout the eighteenth century. Voices
were occasionally raised in protest, but they were voices
crying in the wilderness1. The amalgamation of the two
companies fulfilled the prediction of a contemporary that
they had " gained such an addition of strength and interest
by being united " that no one could stand against them2.
The old controversies, while not extinct, failed to awaken
the passions which had been aroused in the early days of
the East India trade. The centre of interest henceforth
shifted from the economic to the political sphere : the
duel with the Dutch over the spice and pepper trade yielded
place to the duel with France for the empire of India. In
the light of this development the claims of the interlopers
receded into the background, and in their stead a more
formidable competitor challenged the authority of the
Company, though its motives were political not economic.
The growth of territorial dominion in India raised issues
which transcended the responsibilities of a mercantile body,
and the State began to usurp its powers until the Company
was finally displaced altogether.
Nevertheless the Company's dependence upon Parlia-
ment for the successive renewals of its charter kept alive
the question of free trade, and enabled it to be ventilated
from time to time. On several occasions—in 1719, 1730
and 1768—appeals were made to the House of Commons to
throw open the trade to India3. In 1730 it was proposed
that a regulated company should advance the Government
£3,200,000 at 2 per cent, interest to redeem the existing
loan; that the trade should be open to all persons on
payment of i per cent, of the value of their exports to
India; and that a duty not exceeding 5 per cent, should be
levied on their imports to defray the cost of forts and settle-
ments in India4. Foremost among the petitioners in 1768
was Liverpool, which had increased so much in its trade
1 Infra, note 3.
8 Hist. MSS. Comm. Fortescue, i. 17 (1706).
3 House of Commons Journals, xix. 79 ; xxi. 537 ; xxxii. 102, 108.
* For these proposals and the debate which ensued in the House of
Commons, see Hist. MSS. Comm. Egmont (Diary) i. 65-71.

